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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This office action has been changed due to the amendment filed on 2/2/2005. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 3-6, 8, 1 1, 12, 14-17. 19 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Esteves in view of Jalali (US-6,233,439 herein after, Jalali). 

Regarding claim 1 , Esteves teaches of a method to estimate the signal-to-noise 
ratio (herein after, SNR) of a forward traffic channel in a wireless communications 
system that uses a pilot channel. (Col. 6 lines 4-9) Esteves teaches that estimating the 
SNR for the pilot channel can be used to determine the SNR ratio of the forward traffic 
channel. (Col. 6 lines 4-23) Esteves differs from the claimed Invention by not 
mentioning a two correction components, one fast and one slow. However, Jalali 
teaches a method where the adjustment is comprised of two components, one fast and 
one slow. (Col. 2 lines 1 8-60 & Col. 6 Claim 3) At the time the invention was made, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to use the estimation of 
SNR for the fonward traffic control of Esteves with the method of using two adjustment 
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components of Jalali. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do 
this since it makes it possible to get a more accurate estimation of the SNR on the traffic 
channel from the pilot channel. (Col. 2 lines 52-63) 

Regarding claim 3, Jalali teaches a method where the adjustment is comprised of 
two components, one fast and one slow, where the fast component is updated more 
frequently than the slow component. (Col. 2 lines 18-60 & Col. 6 Claim 3) 

Regarding claim 4, Jalali teaches a method where the slow correction component 
is updated at intervals of at least one frame. (Col. 6 lines 46-47) 

Regarding claim 5, Jalali teaches a method where the fast correction component 
is updated at intervals of not more than four power control groups. (Col. 2 lines 21-27) 

Regarding claim 6, Jalali teaches a method where the fast correction component 
is based on a power control signal sent to a base station. (Col. 2 lines 21-24 and Col. 6 
claim 3) 

Regarding claim 8, Jalali teaches a method where the slow correction component 
has a magnitude that exceeds a set threshold. (Col. 4 lines 56-59) 

Regarding claim 11, Jalali, teaches a method that uses the estimate of the SNR 
for the forward traffic channel to perform power control. (Col. 3 lines 38-60) 

Regarding claim 12, Esteves teaches an apparatus (Col. 6 lines 19-21) that uses 
the estimate of the SNR of a pilot channel to determine an estimate of the SNR for the 
foHA^ard traffic channel in a wireless communications system (Col. 6 lines 4-23). 
Esteves differs from the claimed invention by not mentioning a two correction 
components, one fast and one slow. However, Jalali teaches an adjustment that is 
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comprised of two components, one fast and one slow. (Col. 2 lines 18-60 & Col. 6 
Claim 3) At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the estimation of SNR for the fonA/ard traffic control of 
Esteves with the two adjustment components of Jalali. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to do this since It makes it possible to get a more accurate 
estimation of the SNR on the traffic channel from the pilot channel. (Col. 2 lines 52-63) 

Regarding claim 14, the limitations of the claim are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth in claim 3. 

Regarding claim 15, the limitations of the claim are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth in claim 4. 

Regarding claim 16, the limitations of the claim are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth in claim 5. 

Regarding claim 17, the limitations of the claim are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth in claim 6. 

Regarding claim 19, the limitations of the claim are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth in claim 8. 

Regarding claim 22, the limitations of the claim are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth in claim 11. 

4. Claims 2 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Esteves in view of Jalali as applied to claims 1 and 12 above, and further in view of 
Sindhushayana et al. (US-6,661,832 herein after, Sindhushayana). 
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Regarding claim 2, Esteves in view of Jalali teaches the limitations of claim 1. 
Esteves in view of Jalali differs from the claimed device in not specifically saying the 
adjustment is multiplied by the SNR of the pilot channel. However, Sindhushayana 
discloses a method and circuit (Fig. 3 [110]) for scaling the noise estimation of the pilot 
channel to obtain the noise estimation of the signal energy. (Col. 3 lines 17-28) At the 
time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to use the estimation of SNR for the fon/vard traffic channel of Esteves in view of 
Jalali with an adjustment like that of Sindhushayana. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to do this since it makes it possible to scale the pilot 
channel SNR to obtain the SNR of the desired signal, the forward traffic channel. (Col. 
3 lines 17-28) 

Regarding claim 13, the limitations of the claim are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth in claim 2. 

5. Claims 7, 9, 18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Esteves in view of Jalali as applied to claims 3 and 14 above, and 
further in view of Bottomley et al. (US-09/968433 herein after, Bottomley). 

Regarding claim 7, Esteves in view of Jalali teaches the limitations of claim 3 
above. Esteves in view of Jalali differ from the claimed invention in not specifically 
stating that there is an estimation of the ratio of traffic channel power to a second 
estimation of the traffic channel power based on the pilot channel power. However, 
Bottomley discloses a slow estimation of the ratio of traffic channel power to the pilot 
channel power. (Page 4 [0043]) Scaling the estimation of the pilot channel power does 
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not change the fact that the ratio is the traffic channel power to the pilot channel power. 
At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use the two correction components of Esteves in view of Jalali with that 
of the slow estimation of Bottomley. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do this since the proportionality relationship between the pilot channel and 
the traffic channel is derived from estimates of the pilot channel. (Page 1 [0008]) 

Regarding claim 9, Esteves in view of Jalali teaches the limitations of claim 3 
above. Esteves in view of Jalali differ from the claimed invention in not specifically 
stating that there Is an estimation of the power control step size. However, Bottomley 
discloses an estimation of the power control step size. (Page 5 [0051] and Fig. 8 [820]) 
At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use the two correction components of Esteves in view of Jalali with the 
power control step size estimation of Bottomley. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to do this since knowing the probability of the transmit power 
control values can maximum likelihood for future decisions. (Page 5 [0051]) 

Regarding claim 18, the limitations of the claim are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth in claim 7. 

Regarding claim 20, the limitations of the claim are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth in claim 9. 

6. Claims 10 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Esteves in view of Jalali as applied to claims 1 and 12 above, and further in view of 
Chheda et al. (118-5,963,870 herein after, Chheda). 
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Regarding claim 10, Esteves in view of Jalali teaches the limitations of claim 1. 
Esteves in view of Jalali differ from the claimed invention by not specifically saying the 
SNR for the pilot channel is estimated by summing SNRs for each finger in a Rake 
receiver. However, Chheda discloses a method where ratios are combined in a Rake 
receiver. (Col. 6 lines 4-6) At the time the invention was made, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to use the estimation of SNR for the 
fonA^ard traffic control of Esteves in view of Jalali with a summing circuit like that of 
Chheda. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this since it 
makes it possible have each finger of the Rake receiver count towards estimating the 
SNR. (Col. 5 lines 66-67 and Col. 6 lines 1-3) 

Regarding claim 21, the limitations of the claim are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth in claim 10. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 2/2/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Pertaining to the Applicant's statement "the first and second metrics are never 
the components of a single adjustment", claim 1 does not state a single adjustment, just 
that an adjustment comprises two components, one fast and one slow. Jalali teaches 
two power control command streams, the first is in response to the received frames and 
the second is in response to the power control bits transmitted from the base station. 
Power control bits are generated after every power control group is received. (Jalali 
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Col. 2 lines 25-31) Power control groups are 1.25 ms long and several power control 
groups together make up a frame. (Jalali Col. 2 lines 18-24) Therefore, a power control 
command stream in response to power control bits is updated more frequently than a 
power control command stream in response to the received frames. (Jalali Col. 6 lines 
38-60) 

8. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., (1 - 2bk) PCStep and X1/X2) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are 
not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. 
Cir 1993). 

Regarding claim 12, the addition of the limitations of claim 1 to claim 12 does not 
make the claim allowable; therefore, the additional limitations are rejected as the same 
reason set forth above in claim 1 . 

Since no new arguments were brought about dependent claims 2-11 and 13-22, 
the original rejection stands in view of the additional explanation. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of tills final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or eartier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew C. Sams whose telephone number is (571)272- 
8099. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Curtis Kuntz can be reached on (571)272-7499. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (BBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). ^ 
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